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Room 1508, 15'" Floor
1875 Lawrence Street
Denver, CO 80202
303 298-6741

AT&T

June 26, 2002

Arizona Corporation Commission
Commissioner Marc Spitzer
Arizona Corporation Commission
1200 W. Washington
Phoenix, AZ 85007-2996

DOCKETED

JUN 2 20026

Re: June 17, 2002, Request for Comments
Docket Nos. T-00000A-97-0_38 & RT-00000F-02-0271

DOCKETED BY

Dear Commissioner Spitzer,

On June 17, 2002, you requested comments on whether the Qwest
interconnection agreements precluding parties from participating in the section
271 proceeding "taint" the integrity of the proceeding. In addition, you requested
comments on whether, at a minimum, the section 271 proceeding should be
stayed "pending an evidentiary hearing on the effects, if any, of the seven
interconnection agreements on this Commission's record." AT&T believes that
the effects of the provisions in the agreements go far beyond the effects on the
record of the section 271 proceeding. Instead of staying the section 271
proceeding, however, the Arizona Corporation Commission should aggressively
seek out further evidence regarding whether Qwest's application is in the public
interest and any additional information that may not have been admitted into the
record as a result of the unfiled agreements.

As described in a letter to you dated June 24, 2002, from Mr. Jeffery
Oxley, Vice President, Eschelon, Qwest interpreted the agreement not tO
participate in the section 271 proceedings as prohibiting Eschelon from
participating in the Change Management Process re-design meetings and the
proceedings regarding Qwest's Statement of Generally Available Terms and
Conditions ("SGAT"). As further evidenced by a letter dated February 8, 2002,
from Mr. Richard A. Smith, President, Eschelon Telecom, Inc., to Mr. Joseph P.
Nacchio, Chairman and Chief Executive Officer, Qwest, a copy of which is
attached, the effects of the agreements with Eschelon had far more chilling effects
then previously disclosed. As the February letter indicates, a Qwest employee
threatened to use all her energies to making Eschelon's employees' lives
miserable if Eschelon did not leave a CMP re-design working session. If true, the

.
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lack of CLEC participation generally in the section 271 proceeding is not
surprising.

Mr. Smith also describes Qwest's attempts to condition payment to
Eschelon in exchange for Eschelon turning over all audit reports, work papers and
documents regarding the Eschelon audit of the switched access billing records,
apparently, to prevent public disclosure. The February letter indicates that Qwest
also retained an auditor to determine if Qwest's reporting of switched access
minutes was accurate. Considering AT&T raised serious questions regarding the
accuracy of the third-party test on the provision of dailyusage files, including
switched access files, the attempt to gain control of possibly detrimental audit
information is very disturbing. Qwest also proposed conditioning payments to
Eschelon on Eschelon agreeing to file favorable testimony, pleadings and
comments whenever requested by Qwest.

Mr. Smith's letter provides a very disturbing picture of the purpose and
use of the provision not to participate in the section 27 l proceeding. Qwest used
it as an affirmative tool to obtain compliance by Eschelon. Failure to agree could
result in unfavorable repercussions.

These two letters highlight the tremendous monopoly power Qwest retains
and the influence Qwest maintains over a competitive local exchange camlets'
businesses. Eschelon's letters indicate why carriers use the complaint process as
a last resort -- the risks are very high that they will suffer as a result. Qwest can
make a company's existence miserable with very little effort, and Qwest does not
need a provision in an agreement to do so. An initial reaction would be to suggest
that antitrust issues are raised by such actions. However, incumbent local
exchange carriers have successfully argued thatGoldwater v. Ameritech Corp.,
222 F. ad 390 (7th Cir. 2000), shields them from antitrust suits for violations of
the Act. This makes Commission oversight more critical. The Go ldwasser
holding mentions that section 252 was critical to ensuring meaningful oversight of
negotiated agreements by the state commissions. Goldwater at 402. However,
without the ability to participate in Commission proceedings or to file a complaint
with the Commission, a carrier has no avenue of redress and is at the mercy of
Qwest.

AT&T believes the integrity of the section 27 l process has been tainted.
However, it believes that the section 271 process should not be stayed but
expanded to take evidence from competitive local exchange carriers that agreed
either in writing or orally not to participate in the section 271 proceedings and to
take evidence from those carriers that entered into unfiled agreements with Qwest.
Additionally, the Commission should reopen the record on the adequacy of the
Change Management Process, Qwest's provision of switched access billing
records and whether Qwest has violated the nondiscrimination provisions of the
section 251 of the Act. Discovery on these issues should be pennitted. The
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Commission must take additional evidence on whether Qwest's entry in the long
distance market is in the public interest. Qwest may argue that the problems have
been fixed, however, this is irrelevant to a public interest inquiry because it is
Qwest's motives, activities and methods of dealing with competitive local
exchange carriers that are the focus of any public interest inquiry. Whether
problems have been fixed also is irrelevant to any inquiry into Qwest
discrimination in meeting its obligations under section 251 .

The letters from Eschelon raise serious questions regarding Qwest's
business practices. The disclosures by Eschelon may be only the tip of the
iceberg. If Eschelon's allegations are true, Qwest has not opened its local
exchange market to competition as required by the Act. The Commission has
jurisdiction to investigate and resolve the issues raised by the unfiled agreements
and the allegations raised by Eschelon.

The section 271 proceeding is a proper forum to conduct such
investigation. If an investigation in conducted in the section 252 (e) proceeding,
the Commission must recognize the relationship between any evidence gathered
in the section 252 (e) proceeding and the section 271 proceeding. Any
investigation in the section 252 (e) proceeding, however, should not limit the
ability subsequently to raise relevant issues in the section 271 proceeding.
Consolidation of the two proceedings may be appropriate going forward.

Sincerely,

Richard S. Wolvers

RSW:1s
Enclosure

Cc: Chairman William A. Mundell
Commissioner Jim Irvin
Service List Docket No. T0000A-97-0238
Service List Docket No. RT-00000F-02-0271
Docket Control
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February 8, 2002

Mr. Joseph P. Nacciio (by email and express delivery)
Chairman and Chie.'Executive O8icer
Qwest
1801 California St.
Denver, Colorado 89202

\

Level 3Escalation

Dear Mr. Nacchio:

Pursuant to Level a. of the Escalation Proeedmes and Solutions Agzeenaem between
Escbelon and Qwes; dated November 15, 2000, I ask you m mea: widrme and resolve
the following issues vvitizinn 10 badness days: Plarfouuno/lJNE-Esclaelon ("UNE-E")
Pfidns and compliance by Qwest with terms of our agreements, including the agzeemem

. 'of July 3, 2001 signed by Ms. Audrey-McKcou1ey (arracbed). More generally, we hope
than your involvement will improve the bilsincss ne!ationslhip and change its course. `

We have not had the Opvponunixy of meeting cL In public statements, such as those you
have made to the Regional Oversight Committee ("ROC"), you have committed to
improving the wholesale business relationship and t o  t r a n s wholesale bus° messesas
customers. Eschelun is a good customer that pays its bil ls. Last year, we spent. •

. apprcocimately S30 raillion with Qwest. Qwest has add that this makes us your second
. largest -whoa-mde customer. We anticipate that our volume of business with

. , Qwest will orly how. Qwest has several times quoted mc in press releases and various
Publications ro the c&'ect that Qwest has a pro-competitive attitude and, unlike its

' predecessor US Wen, Qwest is serious about developing its wholesale business with
. CLECs. Ratlzer the: take our seiiriceand Pfidns issues before Commissions, the ROC,
legislanzres, and the press, Echelon has attempted to resolve matters on a business basis.

4

We up you tn resolve this :sedation by:

r

Adopling promised adjusted UNE-E pricing: Au=*=¢ to the anacbed
purnpoaed amendment xo our ===i==ins UNE-E Axnendmcnt, Attachment 3.2
(with .Jxiees iii! !  indudc "puuniunz" forUNE-E versus UNE-P). `

P HonnIing adsdng agreements, including July 3" lens agreement: Pay to
Esche on $2,450,852 for July 3 - Dec. 3 I. 2001 due under that agreement
(by wire transfer for some and agreeing to current adjusunems/set offs for
remainder).

9

I
I

éwpping illegal conduct and deal fairly with Eschelon.
.

730 Second AveuuaSouUa I £ui\e12D0 l Minncap°li$,MN 55402 I Voice (611)376-4400 I Facsimile (613)3764411

Re:

H
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As executives, we li<e to keep things shop and to the point. Because the escalated issues
are complex and haw been discussed over many mouths, however, I need to set aux some
background for you before we meet. I will devote the rest of this inner, therefore, to
providil you iufbrrxation that you need to know before we talk.

4

in zone, Q'» =s¢ :lid Eseheian to-agree ask to meow_Mme 271 pueceedingsc
Based on their actions duet: them, Qwest's Senior Vice Presidents ms. MeKennev

subjected irselfzo aceemdng and sunuudexing my ability m.protest ==s» ===
proposed or undeztasen by Qwest that would harm our business innezests. Qwest has
gauaesofarasuz ay zonmnke rcsoludon oflegirimlnebusiuessissues eontingent upon our
desu1:cden wsmsezxlerd`an auditor'sdoc\l|nlentsns\vveI1as1orequinehs tosubmit
testimony, regardless of its validity, in legal proceedings if *'suitable" to Qwest. Despite
Echelon telling Qwest orally and in writing that it believes this lm'\d of eamdue: is illegal
and:uufthical,suciltactiescoudnue. Wehopethetthisisnewsmynuandrhaxyouwill

mange the course of dealings quickly and put them au: a legitimate zraek.

BeibreQwcst would resolve previous legitimate business disputes the: were pending late
n.-.....

| o and
Ms. Dana Filip appear to believe than, by eapimlating no Qwe.n's demand, Eschdom has

In the face of such tactics, Eschelon has spent months attempting to resolve these two
issues: the pricing of cur Platform product and Qwest's failure to prov ide us with
complete access records. Eschelon entered into agreer ts did: a f ive-year tern: to
purchase a Platform product from Qwest on November 15, 2000. We would not have
agreed to a five-year' term without assurances that the pricing of our product would
remain competitive. :ad we received such assurances Nom Qwest during and alter those
-negotiations. Although the prices in the UNB-E Amendment reflect averaged rates, the
Ponies anticipated that changes would be needed to ensure that Eschelon remains
competitive if rates declined, as both parties expected they would, principally due to
geographic deaverazng.' as Esehelon's lines are in densely populated urban areas.
Repeatedly rhroughcut the prev ious negotiat ions, Ms. Mekenney responded to
Esc.hc1pn's concerns about possible reductions in UNE-P rates by stating that Qwest
would keep Eschelon competitively adjusting UNE-E mes to reflect such factors. For
this reason, the First Amendment to the ConiidcntialfIlrade Secnct Amendment, dated
Noveznba 15, 2000, :states in Paragraph 5 that the Panics will address appropriate price
adjusunems in 411=r¢=.ly meetings. Despite this, Qwest has failed to adjust the UNE~E
rates to reflect changer that have occurred since signing the UNE-E Antendment.

-I n

We explored -an altanativc of attempting to negotiate a conversion to UNE-P instead of
adjusting UNE» E pittS, but that ef fort fai led when Qwest would or could not Eva;
conform the pricing much less address our other concerns about alleged benefits to us.
Therefore, we need to pursue our existing UNE~E contract rights, including Qwest's
commitment lo adjust the pricing. If Qwest has taken any steps to effectuate the UNA?
conversion, Qwest needs to ensure that those steps are retiersed. Please ensure that any
plans to convert our base to UNE-P are halted, If we want lo move any lines to UNE-P,
we will simply do so under our current interconnection agreements. Qwest needs to
mice good on its init.ad and repealed commitment to provide us with adjusted UNE-E
mies.
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Our pricing ask to You is simple: Escheloo and Mr..Arturo Ibamt oflQwest have
developed a methodology for determining how our UNE-E mes shoWn be adjusted
downward. Attached is pricing that reflects our proposal using that methodology. The
proposal is in the form com amended attachment to the previous UNE-E interconnection
agreement amendment- As with the current prices, the adjusted prices would be subject
to dl of' the other mm of the amendment (sula as :he ctnrent revenue commitment,
coz). You and I need only settle the issue at Qwest's requested, additional "premium"
for advantages that Cvwest claims UNE»E offers over UNE~P. Qwest previously proposed
$2.00 for the "premium."' We believe that Qwest included in that amount some assumed
benefit from receiving DSL with UNE-E, but DSL is now also available with UNE-P. In
zdditi¢n, Qwes1-s proposed "pt-enaiuua" charge reflects an assumption for features that is
highs than the $0.75 that Qwest proposed as its estimated cost for features in the Utah
cost docket. Therefore, we believe the "premium," if applicable at all, is closer to $1.10.
Iproposc we split the diierencc and add a Wprcnduru" of$1.55 per line. per month. The
attached rates reflect this proposal.

Ounce we resolve the pricing issue, you and Inccd to re-establish the Qwest-Eschelon
nclationslrip on solid ground. Although much of the past and present negotiations have
focused on pricing, Eschclon ha consistently indicated that quality of service is of
paramount importance to our business. We asked Qwest to deal with quality of service
llarough sped5c com'nimtcnts in the first set of agrccnterm iN 2000; but Qwest would
agree only to a gerent Implementation Plan that was supposed to establish aprocas for
improving quality of service. Altlrotagh Qwest's service quality has improved in some
areas, significant problems rcrndn. Many of these issues are reflected in a monthly
Report Card that Eascltelon presents ro Qwest. From January through November, of
average, more than 69% of the measures have been-rated as unsatisfactory. We had to
remove the billing ac-:uracy measure 5'om our Rcpcn Card. because 100% of our UNE-E
bills are inaccurate aid will be inaccurate until Qwest completes the process necessary to
provide UNE-E, rather than resale, bills (which it conamined to do by IQ of last year).
Additionally, Qwcst has not performed satisfactorily with respect to generating and
reporting switched aczcss minutes"Of use (° 'MOU"). Qwest has been shoring Eschelon
switched access minutes, and Qwest/Arthm' Andersen. your auditor, has recognized that.
All ofthesc pafotmuce problems alffcct not only our boom line but also our reputation,
and therefore they 'threaten our ability to compete in the marketplace.

l.

To mitigate our concern that Qwest was denying us essential 1`aeilities on reasonable and
nondiscriminatory tar*as, Ms. Mckinney executed an agreement on July 3, 2001. That
agreement provided Eschelon with $150,000 per month as compensation for poor
performance and compensated us for underreported access minutes, We agreed that the
performance payment would not stop until 12981 ponies agreed that performance had
improved sufficiently The Parties also agreed that the access payments issue would be
resolved by a joint au-iit. The joint audit was to continue until the auditor came to
agteentent, withinplus or minus five percent, of the mud number of aeecss minutes.



r

vu. Juscpu t. wucaznxu
Fcbrruary 8, 2002

Page 4

T-218 p.una/n24 H 4 1

000052

Qwest unilaterally tsrminamed the work of irs auditors bdinfe theaudit concluded. Qw=s1

clear its desire to Inninale the July 3"'agrean Eschclon has beenwilliugto accede

July 3'" agreemenzisin full eiien, and] cxpectyouzosectha; Qwesthonorsiis
.commimzenzs in that leper.

has no: pad its oblige actions under the July Sid agreement for months. Qwest has made

L
Ia Qwest's request, be only if we resolved our pricing, access Md service issues, The

41

Our access ask to yet is simply to bring your payments current under the fully effective
and enforceable July 3" letter agreement. Qwest needs to pay to Eschelon St ,077,461, in
addition to the SI ,37=,391 that Eschelon has had to set oifitt payments to Qwest, to be
current through the Er dof2001. Since July s"', the only amount that Qwest has paid
under that agreement is $450,000. The: amount represents only three months (July-

The total
amount due under the July 310 letter (after suhtraaittg the $450,000.paid to date) is
$2,450,852 (Sl,373,3!11 which Eschelon has withheld in billing adjustments) through
December 31, 2001. This total amount includes a voltmtary downward adjustment for
the time period November 1, 2001 through December31, 2001 that Eschelon oHlered to
Qwest because Escltelon had hoped Qwest would negotiate in good faith and resolve this
issue. Although that did not happen and therefore Eschdon could request the higher
amotmt, Eschelcn honors its word and has included this downward adjustment in
calculation of the mo .mt due.

September) of the al ' 0,000 in service media due each month to Eschelon.

As to re-establishing our business rclazionsluuip on a nuutually respecdill basis, much needs
to be done. Qwesfs b ad eonduet has no: been ilmadvenent or uninnentiolnal. Qwest has
used threats and inappvopziazely exploited its monopoly power to eonvcy that service will
Ody get worse and Escahelon will mlEer ifiz does not capitulate to Qwest'sunreasonable
demands. 1 over three compelling examples of Qs-'=st's bad conduct'

•

L

1

Threats and muse at monopnlv power. Ms. Filip, who as Qwest's Executive
Vice President for Wholesale holds our lines in her heads, told members of my
senior manageimem team.that she would make our lives miserable if our
employees did .uot.immediately leave a Change Management Re-Design working
session. We had every right tobe at that session, and we were raising legitimate
issues thatmatter to our everyday business. Given the read harm that someone 'm
Ms. Filip's position .could do xo a business such as ours, we had no choice but to
capitulate. Spec iiically, on a eonfaence call with the participation of ivlr. Greg -
Casey on Octotcr 30, 2001, Ms. Filia threzntened that, if our representatives did
not leave the meeting immediately,Ms. Filip would devote gt! other energies to
ensuring that Ms. McKinney succeeded in her objectives. This told usM o
things: (1) that Ms. Kenney*s objectives are adversarial to those of Esehclon,
even though Ms. Mckinney represents that she is attempting to further her
customers ante: eats through a "business-to-business" relationship; and (2) that
Ms. Filip would use her position to intentionally harm our business. When we
late repeated this incident and Ms. Filip's threat LQ make our lives miserable.on a
conference cell with Mr. G9_;d0n_Mg;;\@n, Ms. Filip, Ms. McKinney, and
PIiEiEbE£8-Co -Betta, not only did no one deny the incident, but also Mr. martin
expressed no so ° prise and made no indication that this type of conduct might not
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' be acceptable to him. Mr. Manila simply said that, which Echelon appear-ed to be
"passionate" itboLl! this issue, he was passionate abou: other issues.

Request to Destroy and Appropriate Audit Documents, Qwest retained Arthur
Andersen, and Escheion retained Prioewatnhouse Cooperrs ("PWC") to determine
whether Qwc:rr's rsonfritrs of aceess minutes was accurate. Clearly, Qwest has
been slacking Escheior: switched access minutes. Qwest claimed that the flaws
would be din: inmated if&chdon moved to a mechanized UNE-E access process.
Two weeks dau Esnhelcn moved xo that process, however, Qwest said it was not
working (and Eschelon had to retttm to the old process). Before we moved to the
new process, Ms. Mekenney mid me, over many months, that our position on this
issue was wrong, because other carriers were using the new process without

.complaint. She specifically identified McLeod as a carrier using the new process.
lfthat were tn e, the process would have worked when we moved to it. It did not
in other words, Ms. McKean:ney's representations were false. Even worse, Qwest
Reid Eseftelorr .her re w a r d condition pqsmerus otherwise Ie_r;f!1nra!e!y due re
Eschelon rqron Eselrelon is destroying Erny ewdenee of Qwest Ir aceessproblem,
including the auditor 's records. Specifically, on a conferenceGall with the
participation o:'Mr. Greg Casey on October 30, 2001, Ms. MeKenncy told one to
destroy the access audit records or give them dl to her. The sanrc day, she also .

_ faxed to Esche on proposed written agreements, signed by Ms. MeKenney, that

required Eseirelmt to "deliver to QW=S¥ au reports, work P=p=rs» or other
documents related to the audit process described in" the July 3. 2001 letter'

.ggeenucot wit? in 10 days. These documents belong to Eschelon by virnre of ms
access audit thru was paid for solely by Esclrelon. Ms. MeKenney made rt very
dear that she wanted no written evidence cf the access results doeurnenung

.missing 5wiI¢h.¢d access minute. Although we realized that we were at great ask

due to Qwes't's ability to harm our business, we srrnply could not participate in
such conduct and expose our own 'business to legal habrhty.

Attempts Io In:propq'lv  Inf luence Testimony. In the same discussions of
resolving swiuited access issues, Qwest also brought into the discussion the
outside and unrelated issues of Escitelon's "performance" with respect to
regulatory proceedings (on any issue, not merely access). In Q\vcst's proposed
Qgrceuicnts faxed to me on October 30, 2.001 , Qwest conditioned payments
otherwise legitimately due to Esehelort upon Eschelon agreeing that it would
"when requested by Qwest Nye supporting testimony/pleadingslcomments and
testify whenever requested by Qwest in a manner suitable to QW¢SI
(substantively). ' The document, signed by Ms. McKinney, provided no limitation
on Qwest's requests, such as that tltetestirnony requested be true and accurate.
The Ag-eennent :imply contained an offer al' a nionetarry inducement to obtain
testimony upon request. The same document required that the agreement remain
confidential. Tllercfore, if Escitcion agreed to the proposal, it would be placed in
the position of laving to offer testimony without disclosing a fact that would bear
on the veracity of that testimony - it bad been induced. Again, Eschelon could
not agree to participate in such activity Md rejected the offer. Also, on November
12, z001,Rick Smith discussed his concerns about tiieproposal with Ms. Filip
and told Ber Thai he believed the proposal was illegal and embarrassing. When, on
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Mr. Mania, 'm response to a claim by Ms.

January]1, 21102, Eschelon lam' read the oiensiée languzge ziwoun the proposed

89831881 10 _ Filip that QwesVs conduct
in this reletior ship has been "const-ucrive," my. Martin expressed no surprise and
made no indication that this type of conduct might not be acceptable no him.

In my first riveting-with Mr. Marlin. 1 talked with him, in particular, about my cancans

that we could deal who someone else. Mr. Marlin declined that request and, as these
examples Show, has pal _given us any indication that he disapprove; of her approach.
Unless you condonesing conduct, these examples must convey to you the seriousness of
these issues, the unacceptable position in which they place Escheloa, and the legal risks
that they pose xo Qwen.

regardingMs. McKerncv's behavior. I asked that she be removed from our accomat. so

Despite Qwest's conduct, Eschelon has continued to persevere in its attempts to work
with Qs==l» Qwest is the only available supplier in virtually all cases. We have
cooperated with revue gatsby Qwest to support Qwest with f vocable comments, when we
believed we could legitinnzrlely do so. This has included, for example, statements no the
press and a letter to sure regulatory commissions supporting aspects of Qwest's PAP.
Even in these circumstances, Qwest has nm-ned a potenltitdly positive development into a
concern. For example. Qwest drained and published a statement, which Qwest arttibuted
tome, before I ever sow it. Later, I had little choice but to acquiesce, even though I
would have phrased Rh e statement differently, if consulted. 1 asked Qwest to always
consult me in the iimnrz. Just tecentiy, however, I noticed that Qwest has re-published
the previous quote in (!west's Lightspeed publication, without consulting me. Let me
make it vet-y clear now that I retract my previous statements in support of Qwest and all
authnritydtat Qwestlus to use them An cw course neetdsto be chanted for this
wholesale business relatioNship, but until ac have done that, I cannot, in all honesty, say
anything good about Qwest.

The previous phases of this escalation have ken far we long. We would like to `
complex this phase v~ri'.hin the allottcki 10-day time period. We hope 10 resolve the
outstanding issues to avoid bringing the issues to arbitration before the state commissions
under our interconnection agreements and before initiating other legal actions, such as an
antitrust suit. To do Ihsxl, we need to move quickly. Please let me know when you are
available to meet with :Ne to discuss these escalation issues.

Sincerely,

/" u V/vu
Mr. Richard A. Smitlg
President, Chief Operating Officer & Director

cc: Dxak: S. Te'mpcsl (by cmajl & express delivery)
Gordon Marlin Fby email)
Audrey McK1:na¢:y (by email)
Dana Filip (by email)
Richard Coretta (by email)



4
9 \

e

T-21l P1108/824 F-841--, v . » -an .l.. vrl- °°'lw" °l» u » v

Fchnxaxy 8, 2002
Page 7 .

AMENDED' ATTACHMENT 3.2 000055
PRICES FOR o1=r's1zn4G

STATE PLATFORM
luseumumlo

ADDIUONAL CHARGE FOR
EACH 50 MINUTE n~tcRsmEnT
> 525 ORIGINATING LOCAL
MOU/MONTH PER LINE

AZ
CO
LD
MN
ND
NE
NM
OR
UT
WA *

20.82
18.18
33.50
21.83
28.65
36.39
27.50
18.78
22.52
i 3.98

0.280
0.295
0.295
0.205
0.260
0.300
0.140
0.170
0.270
0.195

Pvt$hk A end: 'rnrth folhh-no 04 QQ uv- 3-nlualnnl 1- +L- 41-4 _.-.f 1 hire n n.-_:... --
A-a0-4--a9 .l.» w.-ua u s ; au f s u wu u n a a l m e un:-nau=4.l _unazp-r DUSIHBSS

.all arms oftbase features (except as pan com enhanced service).
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